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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS

NOTIFICATION

Mumbai, the- 17th December, 1998

No. TAMP/1/98-JNPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred under Sections 49 and 50 of the Major Port trust Act
1963 (38 of 1963). the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby approves the proposals of the Nhava Sheva International
Container Terminal Limited (NSICT), Navi Mumbai, as in the Schedule appended hereto

SCHEDULE

Case No.TAMP/1/98-JNPT

The Nhava Sheva International Container ... Applicant
Terminal (NSICT) Limited

ORDER

on this 5th day of December, 1998.)

This case relates to a proposal from the Nhava Sheva

International Container Terminal Limited (NSICT), Navi Mumbai, for fixation of

tariffs for the three berths they are constructing on a BOT basis at the

Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT).

2. As part of the liberlisation/privatisation process, the Government

decided to open up the major ports also for privatisation. The first initiative in

this direction was either to lease out for operation existing berths or (even) to

lease out lands for construction of new berth(s) on a BOT basis. The case of

the Applicant falls in the latter category.

3.1. In terms of the MPT Act as it stands now, tariffs both of Port

Trusts and of private operators have to be fixed by the TAMP. Since Port

Trusts will be operationing virtually as competitors to private operators, this

Authority has decided to entertain tariff proposals directly from such operators.

In other words, they are not required to route their proposals through the Port

Trust concerned.
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3.2. The. procedure for scrutiny of such proposals, however, is to be

the same as for proposals from the Port Trusts. The proposal in this case has

been so received and so scrutinised, and was taken up for consideration by the

Authority in its meeting.

3.3. Besides the material collected during the processing of the case,

an additional document was received at the time of the meeting: A flow chart,

prepared by the NSICT, depicting the details and sequencing of cargo-handling

operations at the NSICT Terminal. The NSICT had highlighted the fact that

there was to be no 'yard within yard' in its terminals.

3.4. It must, however, be stated here that the NSICT was not very

willing to disclose all the information required on grounds of commercial

confidentiality. Subsequently, though, the NSICT did provide some of the

information but, not all.

4. The proposal was considered in all its aspects and with reference

to all the material that had been collected. The Authority also reckoned with

the (part) information provided by the NSICT on a 'confidential' basis. Based

on all these, and with reference to the information/analyses given in the agenda

note, after a collective application of mind, the Authority proceeded to decide

the case.

5. In the detailed discussion, the following more important points emerged:

(i). The NSICT had chosen to adopt the JNPT tariffs as 'ceilings' for

their own purpose in operating the new International Container

Terminal. Under taw, the NSICT would have been entitled to
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propose a tariff of its own. But, since the NSICT had chosen to

bind itself to the JNPT rates because of a stipulation to that effect

in their Agreement with the JNPT, the Authority need not question

their discretion.

(ii). The NSICT had not provided any cost-calculations on the ground

that they were only adopting the JNPT rates which had duly been

sanctioned by the Government.

(iii). The NSICT had chosen to act in accordance with their Agreement

with the JNPT. Although this Authority would not legally be bound

by any such Agreement between parties, given the circumstances

of this case, it would not be necessary to rake up this issue.

(iv). The NSICT had been extremely reluctant to part with information

relating to cost-calculations, income projections, cash flow

analyses, etc., on grounds of 'commercial confidentiality1.

Because of repeated insistence by the Authority, they had in the

end given some details; but, not all

The cash flow statements provided did not specifically indicate

the return on (foreign equity). In the event it would not be

possible to estimate exactly the extent of which exchange rate

fluctuation had already been factored into the calculations.

(v). Likewise, the JNPT had shown no interest in reacting to the

proposal; in spite of repeated reminders they did not give any

comments on the proposal. The JNPT had been extraordinarily
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reluctant even to part with any information relating to

approval/sanction of its own tariffs! Their argument was that,

since their tariff was not under scrutiny, it would not be necessary

for them to furnish any such information. Here, again, at the

repeated insistence of the Authority, the JNPT did in the end give

the relevant details.

(vi). Although the proposal was modelled on the JNPT tariffs, the

NSICT had made a significant departure in proposing

denomination of all cargo-related charges in dollar terms.

In the case of JNPT, only 'dwell time charges' were denominated

in dollar terms.

Although charges for 'hatch cover handling' and for 'shifting

containers within the vessel' could have also been denominated

in dollar terms, for some reason, the JNPT had not chosen to do

so.

(vii). The denomination in dollar terms had been proposed on the

ground that the substantial foreign equity and foreign loan

component of the project-funding would require debt-servicing in

dollars.

The denomination in dollar terms, according to the NSICT, would

safeguard the interests of the foreign financiers against wild

exchange rate fluctuations. The NSICT had also cited for support

of its proposal the case of the Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) where a
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container' had been recognised as an extension of the vessel-

hold, and consequently, container-handling charges had been

treated as Vessel-related charges' thereby qualifying for

denomination in dollar terms.

(viii). The proposal to denominate the tariffs in dollar terms had been

objected to by the users on the ground that cargo-related charges

could be denominated only in rupee terms; and, the 'legal fiction'

applied in the case of MBPT was wrong.

In this connection, it was pointed out that the JNPT itself had not

denominated cargo-related charges in dollar terms; even after the

MBPT example was available, the JNPT still did not chose to

change from rupee to dollar denomination.

(ix). The demand for denomination in dollar terms was rejected at the

time of bids. And, the Agreement also did not give any assurance

to do so.

(x). The NSICT had bound itself to abide by the JNPT tariff. The

proposal for denomination in dollar terms would not be in

consonance with this assurance.

(xi). The 'royalty' payments had all been denominated in rupee terms.

Significantly, the bid document specified that the 'royalty'

denomination and tariff denomination would be in the same

currency. Although the Agreement did not incorporate a specific
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provision to this effect, a harmonious construction with reference

to both the documents would establish the point conclusively.

(xii). The Tariff Authority had, for stated reasons, not been in favour of

denominating cargo-related charges in dollar terms.

(xiii). All the major ports were reported to be in favour of denominating

cargo-related charges in dollar terms. In a recent communication,

the Ministry of Surface Transport (MOST) had referred to such a

Resolution adopted by the Indian Ports Association (IPA) and

endorsed it itself unreservedly too.

(xiv). While the Tariff Authority was not bound to accept this

recommendation of the MOST, with reference nevertheless to

their communication, and bearing in mind the Guideline adopted

at the Chennai Workshop on Guidelines for Tariff Regulation

(February 98) requesting the Authority to review the stand if a

convincing case was made out, this issue could be examined

afresh in consultation with all concerned.

At the time of such an exercise, bearing in mind the widespread

opposition to the 'legal fiction' applied in the MBPT case,

recognition of a 'container' as an extension of the vessel-hold

could also be reconsidered.

Indeed, this subject had already been referred to the ADB

Consultants for examination. And, when their advice became
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available, it could be exposed for a wider consultation with all

concerned viz., Port Trusts, BOT operators, and the users.

(xv). It would not be correct to contend that business risks could not be

assessed without denomination of tariffs in dollar terms. Getting

foreign equity or loan would be a normal business decision. And.

reckoning with exchange rate fluctuations would be a normal

business risk.

Significantly, there would be no difficulty in purchase of foreign

exchange for the purpose of repatriation of earnings in

accordance with the Ministry of Finance / Reserve Bank of India

Guidelines.

(xvi). The NSICT had refused to divulge all its cash flow analyses

details on grounds of 'commercial confidentiality'. What it did

disclose was not adequate to establish conclusively whether or

not the risk of exchange rate fluctuations had already been

factored into its calculations. It would be relevant in this context

to recognise that it was common international practice to take up

such factors into account while giving 'bids'.

Significantly, in the proposal, the NSICT had adopted the March

97 exchange rate. But, at the joint hearing, it readily agreed to go

by the rate prevalent at the time of the Authority's order. This was

said in response to an objection that, due to a rupee-decline, the

NSICT had already an 18% advantage. If there was indeed such
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a cushion available in the (original) proposal, then, possibly, the

exchange rate fluctuation had already been taken into account.

That being so, apart from other considerations, approval of the

proposal to denominate cargo-related charges in dollar terms

might result in giving double benefit to the NSICT.

(xvii). Currency denomination was a basic aspect of the tender in this

case. Any decision to alter at this stage a categorically stated

earlier decision might give rise to avoidable legal complications.

(xviii). Incidentally, a scrutiny of some of the data available would

highlight the dimensions involved.

The project cost had been estimated at Rs.700 crores. The Debt-

Equity ratio was stated to be 65:35. On the Debt side, the dollar-

debt - Rupee-debt ratio was stated to be 55:45. Likewise, on the

Equity side, the foreign equity - Indian equity ratio was stated to

be 95:5.

A scrutiny of the data contained in the 'Projected Financial

Statements (unescalated cash flows)' could give a reasonable

indication of the debt-servicing liability. The relevant data for

2002 and 2003, for example, show 'earnings after payment of

royalty' in the region of Rs.220-230 crores; and, the debt-

servicing liability for the same period had been shown in the

region of Rs.70 crores. It should be recognised here that only

55% of this liability would be in foreign currency. In other words.
3405 GI/98-5
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the foreign currency requirement would be of the order of less

than Rs.40 crores.

In this context, it should also be recognised that 'dwell time' tariff

(it would be denominated in dollar terms) would account for at

least 15-20% of the tariff and would, accordingly, net in about

Rs.40 crores. Viewed in this perspective, the investment could be

seen to have an adequate cover of return. Even if there was still

an 'uncovered' balance, it could be deemed to fall under 'normal

business risk'. But, it has further to be recognised in this context

that two more activities - 'hatch cover operations' and 'shifting of

containers within the vessel' - would, as earlier stated, also

qualify for denomination of tariff in dollar terms. If these were to

be so, then, together with the earnings from 'dwell time charges'

the 'cover' available would receive a further boost.

(xix). The NSICT had proposed only a one-year validity for its tariff

proposal. The usual practice had been to adopt a three-year

cycle for revisions. But the Chennai Workshop had

recommended a shift to a two-year cycle.

(xx). Tariff prescription in all the major ports contained a differential

(i.e., concessional) provision for 'coastal' vessels. For some

reason, the NSICT had omitted this.

(xxi). At the time of the joint hearing, the NSICT, inclined as it was to

concede the demand for concessional tariffs for 'coastal' vessels,
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was nevertheless keen to make a distinction about 'transhipment

cargo' in 'coastal carriers' and press for denomination in dollar

terms of tariffs for their handling.

(xxii). A number of discrepancies had been pointed out in terminology,

explanatory notes, and other detailing. These would need to be

addressed carefully for removal of infirmities, inconsistencies,

illogicalities, and ambiguities.

(xxiii). The JNPT had taken a stand that, since the NSICT had chosen to

adopt the notified JNPT rates, there might not be any need for a

new tariff at all. Furthermore, according to the JNPT, even in the

future, bound as it was to the JNPT rates, the NSICT could not

even introduce new items or new rates.

It might not be correct to contend that the provisions in the

Agreement would circumscribe all scrutiny of the tariff proposal.

This Authority could not be bound by any Agreement between two

parties. And, such an Agreement could not also blithely take

away rights available to a Lessee under the Law. In other words,

the Agreement between the JNPT and the NSICT could not be

cited to circumscribe this Authority's discretion. If it found it

necessary to do so, this Authority could require the NSICT to

formulate a proposal not necessarily only with reference to the

Agreement.
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Also, it could not be said to circumscribe the discretion (even) of

the NSICT itself. It would not be correct to contend that the

NSICT could not introduce new items or new rates If this

position was admitted, then there would be stagnation.

Be that as it might, since the NSICT had not questioned the

validity of the Agreement, this Authority need not suo motu do it

too Adoption as ceiling of the existing tariff of the Lessor Port

Trust could not be said to be basically unsound.

(xxiv). Although the NSICT tariff would have to be approved as being

based on the tariffs notified for the JNPT the approval in this

case could not ipso facto be seen to be a validation of the JNPT

tariffs in reference Validity of the JNPT tariffs had separately

been challenged; that issue would have to be settled separately

thereunder.

(xxv). The Agreement between the JNPT and the NSICT envisaged a

minimum performance level of '20 moves per hour'. In the tariff

prescription, therefore, it would be advisable to incorporate this as

a conditsonality.

8.1. With reference to the various issues cited above, and based on a

total analysis of all aspects of the case, the following decisions were taken:

(i). The proposal to denominate cargo-related charges in dollar terms

was not approved.

But, 'dwell time charges' which were already denominated in

dollar terms for the JNPT would be allowed to be so denominated

for the NSICT too and at the same rates.

Charges for 'hatch covers of vessel' and 'restows FCLs and MTs'

would also be allowed to be denominated in dollar terms as

stipulated later in this order
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(ii). The question of denominating cargo-related charges in dollar

terms would be examined afresh in detailed consultation with all

concerned and the ADB Consultants.

The question of treating the container as an extension of a

vessel-hold would also be re-examined.

(iii). The tariff rates proposed were approved.

(iv). In conformity with the stipulation accepted by the NSICT in the

context of its Agreement with the JNPT, it was decided to

introduce a 'conditionality' that the tariff approved would be

subject to a minimum level of performance of '20 moves per

hour'.

(v). The decisions taken on the various objections raised by different

user-groups in respect of imprecise and ambiguous terminology',

'explanatory notes', etc., should be incorporated in the Schedule

of Rates along with appropriate consequential corrections.

(vi). The differential in favour of 'coastal' vessels should be maintained

as in the case of the JNPT.

(vii). Transhipment cargo' in 'coastal' vessels could not be

distinguished for special/separate consideration.
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(viii). The tariff was approved to a two-year period. it was, however,

clarified that, for good reasons, the Authority would entertain a

proposal for revision (even) ahead of the schedule.

Irrespective of this formal position, the Authority could even take

up an informal review of the position after one year to gauge the

experience and decide whether any mid-course correction would

be necessary.

6.2. As regards the various objections listed by the Bombay Customs

House Agents Association, the Western India Shippers Association, and the

Indian Merchants Chamber, the NSICT had given a response incorporating

various amendments. While these amendments would meet many of the

points raised, there would still remain some more to be covered. The following

decisions were taken in this regard:

(i) There should be a general heading to the Schedule of Rates

which should read "Consolidated charges for movement and

handling of containers and containerised cargo".

(ii) In sub-section B under Section-1, there should be a vice versa

provision to cover "CFS to Yard'.

(iii). In sub-section C under Section-1, there should be a vice versa

provision to cover "Rail to Yard".

(iv). In sub-section D under Section-1, there should be a vice versa

provision to cover "Truck to Yard".
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(v). There need not be a separate provision in respect of Container

stuffed inside the Port' since the NSICT did not intend to stuff

containers within the terminal at all.

(vi). In Section-5 relating to 'Hatch covers per vessel', the tariffs would

be allowed to be denominated in dollar terms; but, the

'conversion' should be done with reference to the 'Customs Rate'

prevailing on the date of this Order.

(vii)- In Section-6 relating to 'Restowes, FCLs, and MTs', the tariffs

would be allowed to denominated in dollar terms; but, the

"conversion' should be done with reference to the 'Customs Rate'

prevailing on the date of this Order.

(viii). In sub-section A under Section-9 relating to 'Dwell time charges',

the following corrections should be made -

(a). for 20' beyond 30 days, the tariff of $ 13.00, on par with the

JNPT tariff, should be introduced; and,

(b). for over 20' beyond 30 days, the tariff of $26.00, on par

with the JNPT tariff, should be introduced.

(ix). In line 2 of note-6 after sub-section H under Section-9 relating to

'Dwell time charges', the words "following day" should be entered

as "day following".
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(x). In the notes after sub-section Hunder Section-9 relating to 'Dwell

time charges', a note should be added to specify that the

'reference rate' for conversion for collection of the dollar-

denominated tariffs would be the prevailing Customs Rate'.

<xi). In the General notes at the end of the Schedule, in note-4, the

words "wharfage on tare weight of containers and containerised

cargo" should be added between the expressions "transfer

crane," and "transportation and contribution".

(xii). In the General notes at the end of the Schedule, the note-7

should be reworded to read -

"Coastal vessels will be required to pay tariffs only on the basis of

rupee-denomination.

"Even for 'transhipment cargo', coastal vessels will be required to

pay tariffs only on the basis of rupee-denomination.

"Recognition of vessels as 'coastal' will be with reference to the

definition stipulated by the Tariff Authority for Major Ports.

(xiii). In line with the decision given above in respect of coastal

vessels', wherever tariff was denominated in dollar terms, the

denomination in rupee terms should also be indicated alongside.

6.3. In any case, a general note should be added to the effect that, in

case of any doubt or ambiguity, the JNPT tariff might be referred to. for

clarifying the issue in dispute.
( S. Sathyam )

Chairman
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NSICT TARIFF
Schedule of Rates

Consolidated charges for movement and handling of containers and
containerized cargo.

( Exchange rate: 1USD = 42.65 Rupees )

JNPT NSICT
Tariff Tariff

Section 1 Charges for all normal and reefer containers

A Ship to yard / yard to ship using port crane Rupees Rupees

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
ICD 40'
ICD 20'
MT40'
MT20'

3.900
2,600
3,900
2,600
3,150
2,100

3,900
2,600
3,900
2,600
3,150
2,100

B Yard to CFS / CFS to yard - Transport and lifts at CFS

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

1,388
925

1,388
925

1,388
925

1,388
925

C Yard to Rail / Rail to yard for ICD's only

ICD 40'
ICD 20'

1,950
1,300

1,950
1,300

D Yard to truck I Truck to yard

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

600
400
600
400

600
400
600
400

Normal containers are the general type Containers, not falling under any
special Categories mentioned subsequently.

3405 GI/98-6



42 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY [PART III—SEC. 4]

JNPT
Tariff

NSICT
Tariff

Section 2 Charges for all transhipment containers

A 1-3000teus

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

Rupees

4,500
3,000
3,900
2,600

Rupees

4,500
3,000
3,900
2,600

B 3001- 6000 teus

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

4,200
2,800
3,600
2,400

4,200
2,800
3,600
2,400

C 6001-8000 teus

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

3,900
2,600
3,300
2,200

3,900
2,600
3,300
2,200

D thereafter

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT40'
MT20'

3,600
2,400
3,000
2,000

3,600
2,400
3,000
2,000

A transhipment container is the one which is discharged from one ship,
stored in the yard and transported through another vessel,

A container originally declared as transhipment container, subsequently
moved by rail or road will lose it's identity as a transhipment container and
shall be treated as a normal import container and prescribed charges as
applicable shall be payable.
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JNPT
Tariff

NSICT
Tariff

Section 8 Charges for all hazardous containers

A Ship to yard using port crane

FCL 40'

FCL 20'

T / ship 40'
T/ ship 20'

Rupees

4,500
3,000
4,500

3,000
4,500
3,000

Rupees

4,500
3,000
4,500

3,000
4,500
3,000

B Yard to CFS - Transport and lifts at CFS

FCL 40'
FCL 20'

1,500
1,000

1,500
1,000

C Yard to Rail for ICD's only

!CD 40'
ICD 20'

2,250
1,500

2,250
1,500

D Yard to truck

FCL 40'
FCL 20'

750
500

750
500

A container containing hazardous goods as classified under IMO is a
hazardous container.

3405 GI/98-7
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JNPT
Tariff

NSICT
Tariff

Section 4 Charges for all over dimensional cargo containers

A Ship to yard using port crane

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
ICD 40'
ICD 20'
T / ship 40'
T/ ship 20'
MT20'
MT40'

Rupees

7,800
5,200
7,800
5,200
7,800
5,200
4,200
6,300

Rupees

7,800
5,200
7,800
5,200
7,800
5,200
4,200
6,300

B Yard to CFS - Transport and lifts at CFS

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT20'
MT40'

2,775
1,850
1,850
2,775

2,775
1,850
1,850
2,775

C Yard to Rail for ICD's only

ICD 40'
ICD 20'
MT20'
MT40'

3,900
2,600
2,000
3,900

3,900
2,600
2,600
3,900

D Yard to truck

FCL & MT 40'
FCL & MT 20'

1,200
800

1,200
800

Containers carrying over dimensional cargo beyond the normal size of
standard containers and needing special devices like slings, shackles,
lifting beam etc. are termed as Over Dimensional Cargo Containers. They
also include damaged containers and other types which require special
devices.
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JNPT
Tariff

NSICT
Tariff

Section 5 Hatchcovers of vessel Rupees USD

Opening hatchvover and replacing it (charge per hatchcover)

A

B

When placing the hatchcover on the quay

Without placing the hatchcover on the quay

3

1

,000

,200

70

28

.34

.14

Section 6 Restows FCLs & MTs Rupees USD
Shifting containers within the vessel (per move)

A hatch to hatch shifting

FCL & MT 40'
FCL & MT 20'

1,500
1,000

35.17
23.45

B Other than (A)

FCL & MT 40'
FCL & MT 20'

6,000
4,000

140.68
93.79

Handling charges for containers more than 40' in length and upto 45' in
length will be 200% of the applicable charges.

Section 7 Shutouts

A Shutouts charges

FCL & MT 40'
FCL & MT 20'

Rupees

3,000
2,000

Rupees

3,000
2,000

B Transportation of shutout containers

FCL & MT 40'
FCL & MT 20'

2,250
1,500

2,250
1,500

If containers enter the terminal as export intakes for a particular vessel (as
indicated by Vessel identification Advise Number, i.e. VIA No.) and is not
connected to the vessel for reasons whatsoever, then the container is
ermed a shutout container.
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JNPT

Tariff
NSICT
Tariff

Section 8 Reefer Monitoring & Connection

FCL & MT 20'

Rupees

1,200

Rupees

1.800
1,200

A refrigerated container used for carriage of perishable goods with
provision for electrical supply to maintain the desired temperature is
considered a reefer container.

Section 3 Other services

A Shifting of containers within the terminal for customs
inspections or any other purpose, and subsequent
loading of containers for delivery.

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT 40'
MT20'

2,550
1.700
2,550
1,700

2,550
1.700
2,550
1,700

B Additional service charge for stacking containers in
the designated yard for customs examination or for any
other purpose by prior arrangement

FCL 40'
FCL 20'
MT 40'
MT20'

300
200
300
200

300
200
300
200
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JNPT
Tariff

NSICT
Tariff

Section 9 Dwell time charges USD USD
A Loaded import containers

First 3 days
4 -15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

Free

3.25
6,50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

Free

6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

B Loaded export containers

First 7 days
8-15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

Free

2.86
5.72

5.72
11.44

11.44
22 88

Free

2.86
5.72

5.72
11.44

11.44
22 88

C Empty Import or Export Containers

First 15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

3.25
6 50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26 00

D ICD Loaded & Empty Import or Export
Containers

First 15 days Free free
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16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
31-45 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

2.86
5.72

5.72
11.44

11.44
22.88

2.86
5.72

5.72
11.44

11.44
22.88

E Transhipment loaded containers

First 30 days
16-45 days
20
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

Free

3.25
6.50

6,50
13.00

Free

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

F Transhipment empty containers

1-15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

3.25
6.50

6.50
13 00

13.00
26.00

G Shutout loaded & empty Containers

1-15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00
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H Back to town loaded & empty containers

First 3 days
4-15 days
20'
Over 20'
16-30 days
20'
Over 20'
Thereafter
20'
Over 20'

Free

3.25
6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

Free

6.50

6.50
13.00

13.00
26.00

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

8.

The total storage period for a container shall be reckoned from the
day following the day of landing upto the day of shipment /
delivery / date of removal of the container and includes Sundays
and Holidays

Transhipment containers whose mode of dispatch is subsequently
changed locally shall lose the concessional dwell time as
prescribed in Section 9 Item (F).

Dwell time charges for such containers shall be recovered at par
with import containers.

Transhipment containers subsequently changing the mode of
dispatch to rail shall be treated as other ICD containers for the
purpose of levy of storage fees.

In such cases additional shifting charges will be applicable for
movement of container from container yard to ICD yard.

Normal import containers subsequently changing the mode of
dispatch to rail will enjoy the free period applicable to normal import
containers only.

The total storage period for a shutout container shall be calculated
from the day following the day when the container has become
shutout till the day of Shipment / delivery.

In case of auction container, after the auction is over, the empty
containers will attract the dwell time charges as empty containers
from the day following the destuffing is completed and intimated to
shipping lines.
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7. The 'Reference rate' for conversion for collection of dollar-
denominated tariffs will be the prevailing 'Customs Rate'.

General notes :

1.

2.

3.

4.

5

0.

7.

8.

Containers less than and upto 20 feet in length will be reckoned as
one TEU for the purpose of Tariff.

In general, all charges for containers more than 20 feet in length
and upto 40 in length will be 150% of the applicable charges.

Handling charges for containers more than 40' in length and upto
45' in length will be 200% of the applicable charges.

The consolidated charges as above include the following elements,
viz. Stevedoring, use of Gantry crane, use of transfer crane,
wharfage on tare weight of containers and containerised cargo,
transportation and contribution towards railway infrastructure.

Containers other than that of standard size requiring special
devices or slings or handling will be charged twice the applicable
rates. Such containers will also include damage containers and
any other type requiring special devices.

Additional electricity charges of Rs 1,200 per TEU per calender day
will be applicable in case of Reefer Restow Containers also.

The differential in favour of 'coastal' vessels will be maintained as in
the case of the JNPT.
Coastal vessels will be required to pay tariffs only on the basis of
rupee-denomination.

Even for 'transhipment cargo', coastal vessels will be required to
pay tariffs only on the basis of rupee-denomination.

Recognition of vessels as 'coastal' will be with reference to the
definition stipulated by the Tariff Authority for Major Ports.

In case of any doubt or ambiguity, the JNPT Scale of Rates may be
referred to for clarifying the issue in dispute.

S.SATHYAM. Chairman
[Advt./III/IV/Exty./l43/98]
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